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I Ipon entry of this Response, claims 1-10, 12-34, 48-51, and 53-58 remain pending in the 
pre >ent f atent application. Claims 1, 8, 12, 14, 28, 48, 49 5 54, and 55 have been amended, and 
cla m 1 1 and 52 have been canceled without prejudice or disclaimer. Applicants expressly reserve 
the right to pursue the subject matter of any canceled claims in a continuing application. Applicants 
rec lest j sconsideration of the pending claims in view of the following remarks. 

/ is an initial matter, Applicants first wish to express their appreciation for the time 
Ex mini r Alexandra Awai spent with Applicants' representative, Minh Nguyen, dining 
tel< phor e discussions on May 3, 2006 and May 23, 2006, regarding the outstanding final Office 
Ad ion. During the May 3rd conversation, we discussed the final Office Action, the claims and 
the citet art mentioned in the Office Action. During the May 23 rd conversation, Applicants' 
rej -esei] tative presented the Examiner proposed claims, and response. In both conversations, no 
agi ;eme it was reached. 

!item 4 of the Office Action claims 1-34 and 48-58 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
x>nd paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly 
subject matter which Applicants regard as the invention. Specifically, it is alleged that 
>nship is unclear as defined by having various sidewalls of the tubes in the container to 
antially aligned." Appropriate amendments have been made to claims 1, 4, and 49. In 
ad< ition Applicant points to Figure 9 as showing how the walls of the tubes align along a 
strj ight ine as per the description of Figure 9 on page 1 1 and with regard to other portions of the 
spqpifiq tion that describes the same feature. Applicants respectfully assert that one skilled in the 
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artlJvill i mderstand that aligning the walls refers to the alignment of the walls as set forth in 
Figure 9|and as described elsewhere in the specification with reference to other figures. 

addition, claim 28 has been rejected as it is alleged it is ambiguous as to whether a 
smile cdrner is intended to have both recesses and flat surfaces. Claim 28 has been amended so 
as d deisribe the fact that recesses and flat surfaces may be located on any one of the comers in 
am combination. Applicants assert that one skilled in the art will understand the meaning of this 
cla Da element 

Iti addition, it is alleged that it is not clear how the weld recited in claim 56 is positioned 
so s no| to be subject to the horizontal bearing load because the weld does presumably couple in 
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cor ponAits that are subject to this load and the direction of the horizontal bearing load is 

finit Applicants respectfully disagree. In particular, the weld is between the head of the 
pinj md < ne of the rods through which the pin is inserted. The horizontal bearing load is 

through the rods and the pin to adjacent tubes. In this respect, the weld merely holds 
>in ill place through the opening of the rods. Applicants assert that one skilled in the art can 
eciaje this fact based upon the description of the specification. In addition, Applicants assert 
ikilled in the art understands precisely what is meant by the horizontal bearing load 
bet|/eenithe tubes as described in the specification. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request 
thallthe i ejection of claims 1-34 and 48-58 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, be 
witftdrav ti. 

> ext, claim 1 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. 
Pawnt N x 6,009,136 issued to Loftis, et al. (hereafter "Loftis"). Anticipation under §102 
requires the disclosure in a single prior art reference of each element of the claim under 
cor itruc ion." W.L. Gore & Associates. Inc. v, Garlock. Inc. 220 USPQ 303, 313 (Fed. Cir. 
19* J). I or the reasons that follow, Applicant asserts that Loftis fails to show or suggest each of 
thejfclem aits of claim 1, Accordingly, Applicant requests that the rejection of claim 1 be 
witftdrav n. 

C laim 1 has been amended so as to recite as follows: 

1 . A container for storing or transporting spent nuclear fuel, Hie 
c mtainer comprising: 

1a plurality of tubes that receive spent nuclear fuel assemblies, each 
be having four sidewalls and four corners defining a rectangular cross section; 
an attachment means for attaching respective pairs of a plurality of 
>mers of the tubes to each other, at least one corner of a first one of the tubes 
ehgaging another corner of a second one of the tubes, the attachment means 
c imprising a plurality of recesses in respective ones of the corners and a 
p } urality of rods that are positioned in the recesses between respective engaged 
o *e$ of the corners; 

each engaged corner of the first and second ones of the tubes being 
f< irmed from an intersection of a first sidewall and a second sidewall, the first and 
s ;cond side walls being normal to each other; 

the first sidewall of the first one of the tubes and the first sidewall 
o fthe second one of the tubes being in substantial alignment with a first straight 
like; and 

I the second sidewall of the first one of the tubes and the second 

s|dewall of the second one of the tubes being in substantial alignment with a 
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s< cond straight line. 

C laim 1 has been amended so as to recite the fact that a plurality of recesses ate disposed 
in t ie va ious corners of the tubes, and that the rods are positioned in recesses between the 
enj iged :>nes of the corners. Applicants respectfully assert that Loftis fails show or suggest each 
of #e el< ments of claim 1 as amended herein. 

1 1 addition, claim 1 recites that the corners of the first and second ones of the tubes are 
forfied e t an intersection of the first and second sidewall, where the first and second sidewalls 
are lonr al to each other. Also, claim 1 states that the first sidewall of the first one of the tubes 
an< the i xst sidewall of the second one of the tubes are in substantial alignment with a first 
sto ght : ine, and a second sidewall of the first one of the tubes and a second sidewall of the 
sec >nd c tie of the tubes are in substantial alignment with a second straight line, hx this respect, 
the $ide\ rails as described forai a comer, and, the respective comers formed by such sidewalls are 
en{ iged with each other. Thus, the comers of two tubes having respective sidewalls as described 
in < [aim 1 that are engaged must have the respective sidewalls in alignment as set forth in claim 
L \& nc ted, for example, in Figure 1 of Landis, the rod segments 5 cause the tubes to be offset 
wii v resj feet to each other such that the respective sidewalls as set forth in claim 1 are not in 
alis amej along straight lines. Accordingly, Applicants assert that the rejection of claim 1 is 



emg 



the elem 
rej |ction 



Therefore, Applicants respectfully request that the rejection of claim 1 be withdrawn. 

ijfext, in item 6 of the Office Action, claim 18 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) 

anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 4,034,227 issued to Soot (hereafter "Soot"). Anticipation 

er §1 02 "requires the disclosure in a single prior art reference of each element of the claim 

er cc nstruction." W.L. Gore & Associates, Inc. v. Garlock. Inc. , 220 USPQ 303, 313 (Fed. 

198 !)• For the reasons that follow, Applicants assert that Soot fails to show or suggest each of 

mts of claim 18 as amended. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the 

of claim 18 be withdrawn. 

b begin, claim 18 as amended recites as follows: 

18. A container for storing spent nuclear fuel, the container 
comprising: 

a plurality of tubes that receive spent nuclear fuel assemblies, each 
c|f the tubes having a plurality of recesses; 

a plurality of first rods being mounted in respective ones of the 
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recesses; and 

wherein at least one first rod mounted on a respective one of the 
is attached to at least one of the first rods mounted on at least one second 
of the tubes, thereby linking the respective one of the tubes and the at least 
second one of the tubes together, wherein each of the first rods is seated in 
a first one of the recesses of the respective one of the tubes and a second 
of the recesses of the at least one second one of the tubes. 
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As set forth above, claim 18 further recites that each of the first rods are seated in both a 
firs! one af the recesses of the respective one of the tubes and a second one of the recesses of the 
at lflast c me second one of the tubes. In this respect, the recesses are formed in the walls of the 
tub is the mselves, and the rods fit between the walls and in the recesses of two adjacent tubes 
wit i con ters that engage the rods, respectively. The fact that each of the rods engages or is 
sealed w ithin the recesses of two adjacent tubes as set forth in claim 18 above provides a 

ifica it advantage in that the tubes may be larger, thereby holding a greater amount of spent 
iiel. Given the significant cost associated with the storage of spent nuclear fuel, the fact 
thai the I ixbes may be made larger in this respect is of a great advantage. Accordingly, for the 
abjve refesons, Applicants respectfully request that the rejection of claim 1 8 be withdrawn. 

ext, in item 9 of the Office Action, claims 1-17, 19-34, and 48-58 have been rejected 
US.C § 103(a) as being rejected unpatentable over Soot as applied to claim 18, and 
ler Ifi view of U.S. Patent No. 4,630,738 issued to Bosshard (hereafter "Bosshard"). A prima 
fac|e ca^e of obviousness is established only when the prior art teaches or suggests all of the 

of the claims, MPEP §2143.03, InreRiickaert 9 F.3d 1531, 28 U.S JP.Q2d 1955, 1956 
. 1993). As am initial matter, it is noted that claims 1 1 and 52 have been canceled herein, 
;by ifendering this rejection moot with respect to such claims. For the reasons that follow, 
Hear ts respectfiilly request that the rejection of claims 1-10, 12-17, 19-34, 48-51, and 53-58 
vithd "awn. 



is noted that claims 1, 8, 28, and 48 have been amended herein so as to cite subject matter 
scope with that of claim 18 above. In particular, these claims each specify that the rods 
sed in the recesses of at least two of the tubes. As stated above, this provides the distinct 
in that the tubes are larger since the structure between them (i.e., the rods and pin that 
corjjhectslthe rods) does not take up any extra room given that the rods fit within the recesses of the 
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is. C Dnsequently, the tubes advantageously allow for the storage of greater amounts of spent 
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If is noted, that the Office Action states on page 6 as follows: 

Receiving rods in recesses at comers of the tubes is structurally equivalent to 
i >rming the rods as an integral part of the tube corner. Unless there is something 
articularly inventive or unexpected about the mode of integration of these parts - 
£ nd in the present application this is not the case - such a structure is not considered 
xventive. Citing In Re Larson 340 of 2 nd 965, 968, 144 USPQ 347, 349 (CCPA 
965). 

j applicants respectfully disagree. In particular, at least one benefit is achieved by virtue of 
thejjclaki .ed configuration in that the tubes are larger, thereby faciUtaling larger amount of spent 
nuffllear j tiel. In addition, Applicant asserts that the cited references of record do not show or 
surest i ods being disposed in the recesses of at least two of the tubes. 

/ accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the rejection of claims 1, 8, 18, 28, and 48 
be|vithcjrawn. In addition, Applicants respectfully request that the rejection of claims 2-7, 9-10, 
1 1|1 7, l|?-27, 29-34, 49-51, and 53-58 be withdrawn as depending from claims 1, 8, 18, 28 or 48. 

CONCLUSION 

1 applicants respectfully request that all outstanding objections and rejections be withdrawn 
anJthat his application and presently pending claims be allowed to issue. If the Examiner has any 
qui stion i or comments regarding this response, the Examiner is encouraged to telephone the 
unflersigjied counsel of Applicants. 

Respectfully submitted, 




Scott A. HoflStemeyer, Reg/No. 34,183 
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